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IPS  DOC.  NO.  3351 
DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA  ) 

V.*  \ 

CITY  OF  WASHINGTON  ) 


Exh.  No. 


56n*  Comnander»  U.S.  Naval  Reserve, 

andsay:  *  ,fl  *  duly  sworn  according  to  law  do  depose 

th*  J  a°  nn  acilve  duty  wlth  the  Judge  Advocate  General 

of  the  Navy,  Navy  Department,  Washington,  D.C? 

Offirto  Ti}«Ur,»f^LlaiSon  0ffJcer  between  the  National  War*  Crimes 
Office,  ashington.  D.C.,  and  the  various  bureaus  of ' the  Navy 

oDernS!’  thr2?!’eaU  0f  ShlPs  and  tha  Bureau  of  Naval 

oper-tlons,  the  latter  of  which  Includes  the  Office  of  Naval 

.Intelligence.  In  my  official  capacity  as  such  Liaison  Officer 

I- was  requested  by  the  International  Prosecution  Section  of 

the  International  Bfllltary  Tribunal  for  the  Par  East,  General 

Headquarters,  Supreme  Commander  for  the  Allied  Powers,  Tokyo, 

..  Japan,  to  examine  certain  documents  heretofore  admitted  in 

evidence  in  the* International  Military  Tribunal  for  the  Far 

East, •as  well  as  other  documents  hereinafter  mentioned,  and 

to:  obtain  from  the  U.S.  Navy  official  Information  regarding 

•  matters  mentioned  in  all  such  documents.  In  complance  with 
said  request j  I  consulted .with  various  officials  in  the  U.S. 

Navy  Department  and  worked  with  Mr.  Albert  B.-Ray,  Production 

•  Analyst  in  Charge  of  the  Ships  Statistics  Section  of  the  Bureau 
of  Ships.  Navy  Department,  Washington,  D.C.,  in  the  preparation 
of  certain  documents  referred  to  herein  below  as  Tpble  A. 

Table  B  an*  Table  C.  * 

*•  •  •  ,  .  • 

In  my  official  capacity  I  examined  two  documents,  pre¬ 
viously  prepared  by  the  said  Mr.  Ray,  one  of  which  documents,  datec 
23  Janizary  1947,  was  introduced  as  Defense  Document  No.’-  J.596 
and  admitted  in  evidence  as  Court  Exhibit  #3001.  The  other 
document,  dated  3  April  19*7,  was  introduced  as  Defense 
Document  No.  1597  and  admitted  in  evidence  as  Court  Exhibit 
43002.  I  am  thoroughly  familiar  with  the  definitions  of  the 
terms  used  by  the  United  States  Navy  and  referred  to  in  said 
.  Exhibits  3001  and  3002* 

• 

*  • 

.  I  examined  also  the  document  introduced  as  Defense 

Document  #1572,  admitted  in  evidence  as  Exhibit  #3003-A,  ‘ 
entitled  "Comparative  Table  of  Naval  Vessels  On  Hand  Between 
the  U.S. A.  and  Japan  as  of  December  7,  1941".-  I  also 


examined  the  document  introduced  as  Defense  Document  #1573* 
admitted  in  evidence  as  Exhibit  #3003-B,  entitled  "Compara¬ 
tive  Table  of  Vessels  Under  Construction  Between  the  U.S.A. 
and  Japan  as  of  December  7,  194-1".  I  examined  also  the 
affidavit  of  Hi^emi  YOSHIDA,  dated  15  August  1947,  introduced 
as  Defense  Document  #2085,  and  admitted  in  evidence  as  Exhibit 
^3003.  I  examined  also  the  Transcript  of  the  Record, 
International  Military  Tribunal  for  the  Far  East,  pages 
26,610  to  26,650,  dated  22  and  25  August  1947. 

Fvrthe-r,  I  examined  the  certificates  on  the  Exhibits 
43OO3-A  and  #3003-B,  signed  by  Hidemi  YOSHIDA,  dated  1  May  1947 
in  each  of  which  certificate  the  following  statement  is  made: 
"The  data  of  the  U.S.  vessels  and  tonnage  were  taken  from  . 
certified  records  of  the  U.S;  Navy  Department  in  Washington, 
D.C.,  I  further  certify  the  above  chart  is  true  and  accurate." 
Mr.  YOSHIDA  further  inferi,  in  Exhibit  3OO3  and  in  testimony 
before  this  Tribunal  (page  26,616)  that  the  U.S.  Navy  data 
referred  to  in  the  foregoing  certificates  as  used  by  him  in 
preparing  Exhibits  3OO3-A  and  3OO3-B  was  taken  Brom"a  copy 
of  an  official  document  of  the  United  States  Navy  Department 
pertaining  to  the  vessels  of  the  United  States  Navy..."  Mr. 
YOSHIDA  does  not  identify  the  "certified  records  of  the  U.S. 
Navy  Department"  nor  the  "official  document,  of  the  United 
States  Navy  Department",  respectively,  which  he  mentions. 
However,  because  of  the  similarity  of  some  figures,  it  is 
possible  that  he  referred  to  Court  Exhibit  #3001  and  #3002, 
respectively.  Mr.  YOSHIDA  also  has  prepared  a  certificate 
showing  the  meanings  of  technical  terms  as  used  by  him  in 
presenting  the  U.S.  Navy  data  in  Exhibits  3OO3-A  and  3OO3-B. 
This  certificate,  dated  26  September  1947,  is  attached  hereto. 

The  certificates  of  Mri  YOSHIDA  as  attached  to  his 
"Comparative  Tables",  Exhibits  3003-A  and  3OO3-B,  are  not 
accurate  in  stating  that  he  is  presenting  records  of  the 
U.S.  Navy  Department,  because  he  presents  the  U.S.  Navy  data 
under  headings  and  classifications  which  are  shown  by  the 
exhibits  an'*  by  his  statements  to  be  different  from  the  head¬ 
ings  and  classifications  6f  the  U.S.  Navy  data,  as  used  and 
furnished  in  said  Exhibits  3001  and  3002. 

•  *  t 

The  terms  used  by  Mr.'  YOSHIDA  with  a  meaning  different 
from  the  meaning  in  which  those  terms  were  used  by  Mr.  Ray 
include  the  following:  "On  Hand",  "Under  Construction"  and 
"Miscellaneous".  The  definitions  of  those  terms,  as  used  by 
the  United  States  Navy  Department  and  as'  used  by  Mr.  Ray,  in 
preparing  Exhibits  3001  and  3002  are  as  follows: 
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ON  HAND*  "Vessels  "On  Hand"  were  considered  those  vessels 
accepted  by  the  Navy  as  complete  from  the  building  or  con¬ 
version  yard  but  hot  lost,  sold,  destroyed,  etc.,  or  otherwise 
disposed  of.  This  included  some  vessels  which  had  not  been 
fitted  out' or  reported  for  Fleet  duty.  Also  included  were 
District  and  Service  Craft  not  intended  for  Fleet  duty." 

UNDER  CONSTRUCTION:  "Vessels  "Under  Construction"  were  con- 
si deredthosevesse Is  for  which  the  Navy  Department  had  placed 
a  formal-  contract  or  made  obligations  concerning  construction 
.or  procurement  but  which  vessels  had  not  been  accepted  by  the 
Navy  Department.  This  includes  vessels  under  contract  not  yet 
delivered  to  the  Navy  as  well  as  vessels  on  which  negotiations 
had  been  completed  and  contrast  or  award  was  under  preparation. 
Vessels  are  usually  accepted  by  the  Navy  after  completion  of 
basic  construction  or  conversion  and  installation  of  Govern- 
•  ment -  furnished  material  (machinery  and  ordnance)  but  before 
outfitting  and  reporting  for  Fleet  duty.  Also  included  were 
District  and  Service  Craft  not  intended  for  Fleet  duty." 

•  MISCELLANEOUS :  "Miscellaneous  vessels  included  all  craft  not 
classified  as  combatant  ships  or  as  small  boats." 


The  definitions  of  those  same  terms,  as  used  by  the 
Japanese  Navy,  as  stated  in  the  certificate  of  Captain 
YOSHIDA,.  dated  26  September  194-7,  are* 


ON  HAND;  ''Means  that  such  ships  had  been  completed^  and- 
delivered,  and  entered  in  the  Naval  Registry,  and  were  generally 
ready  for  operational  service  in  the  Japanese  Navy  on  or 
before  the  dates  specified.  ■  In  practically  all  bases  ships,, 

"ON  HAND"  on  7  December  194-1  had  already  been  commissioned. 

.  •  •  i 

TOER..SPN3.TRUg.TJQNi  'Weans,  in  the  case  of  new  vessels,  that 
the  keels  had. been  laid,  and  in  the  case  of  converted  vessels, 
that  the  conversion  had  been  commenced  on  or  before  the 
specified  dates,  that  is  to  say,  that  reconstruction  or 
re-equipment  had  commenced."  '  „ 


MISCELLANEOUS t 
Registry,  with 


"Included  all  ships  listed  in  the  Naval 
eglstry,  with  the  exception  of  capital,  sh.ips,  aircraft  carriers, 
cruisers*  destroyers  and  submarines.  .  On  7  December  1941,  the 
Japanese  Navy's  category  "MISCELLANEOUS"  Consisted vof  the 
following  types  of  ships: -•  Sea-plane  tender's,  submarine  ten¬ 
ders,  mine  layers,  mine  Sweepers,  const  defense  ships,  torpedo 
boats,  gun  boats,  •  subchasers,  patrol  boats.,  cable  layers,  and 
special  service- shlos,  namely,  training  sh' 

.  Navy  tankers,  ice  breakers,  target  ships 
>  provision  ships,"  •  • 


g  sh|ps*  cargo  ships, 
ps,  repair  ships*  and 


■ 


«iR 
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.  Exhibits  3.001  and  3002  showed  the  status  of  the 
ships  of  the  .U.S.  Navy  as  of  7  December  1941  under  the  U.S. 

.Navy  Department  definitions  as  given  above. 

Additional  tables,  marked  "Table  A",  "Table  B"  and 
"Table  C",  respectively  certified  to  by  the  said  Mr.  Albert  B. 
Rav,  under  date  of  11  December  1941,  show  the  status  of  the 
ships  of  the’ U.S.  Navy  as  of  7  December  1941,  under  the  Japanese 
.Navy  definitions.’  These  said  tables,  "/.  B.  and  C",  also  make 
a  graphic  comparison  between  the  two  navies,  that  or  the 
United  States  and  that  of  Japan,  using  the  Japanese  Navy 
definitions  throughout.  It  will  be  rioted  that  these  said  tattes 
used  the  terms,  definitions  and  classifications  as  stated 
by  Mr.  YOSHIDA  and  applied  then  to  the  U.S.  Navy  Department 
figures  as  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Navy,  Office  of  Naval 
Intelligence.  .  .  . 

* 

In  said  Table  A,  entitled  "Comparative  T*-ble  of  Naval 
Vessels  (On  Hand)  Between  the  U.S. A.  and  Japan  as  of  7  December 
1941",  Japanese  totals  were  merely  copied  by  Mr.  Ray  without 
change  from  Exhibit  3OO3-A.  The  U.S.  totals,  however,  were 
changed  by  him  as  required  when  using,  the  term  "On  Hand"  with 
the  same  meaning  as  that  used  by  Mr.  YOSHIDA  in  his  determination 
of  the  Japanese  totals.  The  resulting  changes  ar6. as  follows: 

,  /  *  ■  '  .  .  * 

(1)  Battleships,  changed  from  17  to  15  because  2 
battleships  which  had  been  included  in  the  totals  in  Exhibits 
3001  and  3002,  as  "Completed"  and  "Commissioned"  under  the 
U.S.  Navy  practice,  were  not. yet  "Ready  for  Operational  Ser¬ 
vice"  on  7  December  1941,  and  they  had  not  yet  been  assigned 
to  any  U.S.  Fleet  as  an  "operating  unit"  thereof. 

(2)  Aircraft  carriers,  changed  from  8  to  6,  because  only 
6  U.S.  carriers  were  "On  Hand"  in  the  same  sense  as  the 
Japanese  carriers  were  classed  "On  Hand",  namely . "Completed" 

and  "Commissioned",  "ready  for  operational  service,  equipped 
as  required  with  guns,  ammunition,  planes  and  operating  per¬ 
sonnel  .  .  ,as  an  operating  .unit  of  the-  Fleet"-.  (Quotations 
from  YOSHIDA' s  certificate'- dated  26  September  1947,  paragraphs 
3  and  4).  On  7  December  1941,  the. U.S.  had  only  6  carriers  so 
completed  and  equipped  and  assigned  to  fleets.  Those  carriers 
were  RANGER,  YORKTO'YN  and  'VASP  in  the  Atlantic  Fleet,  and 
SARATOGA,  LEXINGTON  and  ENTERPRISE  in  the  Pacific  Fleet.  Navy 
Document  #99,  from  ONI  Records,  copy  attached,  states  these 
totals  and  also  points  out  that  CV  HORNET,  although  commis¬ 
sioned  on  20  October  1941.  did  not  have  her  air  group  embarked 
until  23  December  1941.  (the  day  after  the  Japanese  CV  SHOHO  wbb 
"Commissioned"  (Exhibit  918)  in  the  Japanese  meaning  of  that 
term,  namely,  "ready  for  operational  service,  equipped  as  re¬ 
quired  with  guns,  ammunition,  planes  and  operating  personnel". 


(Quotation  fr~>m  YOSHIDA'.s  certificate,  paragraph  4).  The 
same  Navy  document  states  that  the  CVE  LONG  ISLAND  was  in 
commission  "but  is  not  classed  as  a  combat  carrier". 

Actually  she  was  not  a  combat  carrier  but  "was  used  through¬ 
out  the  war  for  transporting  planes.  Her  air  complement  con¬ 
sisted  of  6  VFs  and  10  VS0s‘'.  For  the  foregoing  reasons  the 
CV  HORNET  and  CVE  LONG  ISLAND  are  not  included  in  said  Table  A 
but  Are  included  in  Table  C.  Briefly,  neither  CV.  HORNET  nor- •• 
CVE  LONG  ISLAND  had  been,  using  the  terms  from  YOSHIDAfs 
certificate,  "equipped  as  required  with  .  .  .  planes  and  • 
operating  personnel"  as  combat  carriers  on  or  before  7 
December  1941. 

(3)  The  figures  for  heavy  and  light  cruisers  did 

not  change.  ’ 

;  .  \ 

(4)  The  figures  for  destroyers  and  submarines  of 
the  U.S...Navy  were  reduced  ’«here  required  by  application 

of  the  same  meaning  as  that  used  by  Mr.  YOSUIDA  in  his  deter¬ 
mination  of  the  Japanese  totals. 

(5)  "Miscellaneous"  types  of  Japanese  vessels  were 
copied  without  change  rom  YOSHIDA’ s  table,  Exhibit  3003-A. 

The  term  "Miscellaneous"  as  defined  by  YOSHIDA  in  his' 
attached  certificate,  dated  26  September  1947,  was  applied 
to  U.S.  Naval  vessels  thereby  changing  the  figures  as  indi¬ 
cated.  Mr.  YOSHIDA  lists  17  types  of  Japanese  ships  .falling 
into  this  category.  Mr.  Ray  entered  the  totals  for  the  U.S. 
ships  of  those  types.  It  is  observed  that  the  Japanese  Navy 
does  not  include  under  the  term  "Miscellaneous"  any  hospital 
ships,  transports,  district  craft  and  other  types  which  were 
included  by  Mr.  Ray  in  Exhibit  3002  under  the  heading  "Mis¬ 
cellaneous",  which  he  used  in  a  general,  non-technical  sense.. 

In  said  T^ble  B,  entitled  "Comparative  Table  of  Naval 
Vessels  (On  Hand)  in  Fleets  in  Pacific  Area  Between  the  U.S. A. 
and  Japan  as  of  7  December  1941",  the  Japanese  totals  were 
merely  copied  by  Mr.  Ray  without  change  from  Exhibit  3OO3-A. .. 
The  U.S.  totals,  however,  hove  been  computed  by  Mr.  Ray  from 
official  U.S.  Naval  records  of  ships  of  the  Pacific  Fleet 
and  Asiatic  Fleet,  as  prepared  by  the  Office  of  Naval  Intel¬ 
ligence  and  from  tonnage  records  in  Mr.  Ray’s  office  in  the 
Bureau  of  Ships,  and  applying  the  term  "On  Hand"  in  the  same 
sense  as  that  used  by  Mr.  YOSHIDA  in  determining  the  Japanese 
totals. 

In  said  Table  C,  entitled  "Comparative  Table  of  Naval 
Vessels  Under  Construction  Between  the  U.S. A.  and. Japan  as  of 
7  December  1941",  the  Japanese  totals  were  merely  copied  by 
Mr.  Rpv  without  change  from  Exhibit  3OO3-B.  The  United  States 
totals,  however,  were  changed  by  him  as  required  to  conform  to 
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U.S.  Naval  records  hereinbefore  referred  to  and  the  meaning 
of  the  term  "Under-  Construction"  used  by  Mr.  YOSHIDA  in 
determining  the  Japanese  totals.  The  term  "Under  Construc¬ 
tion"  had  been  used  by  Mr.  Ray  in  Exhibits  3001  and  3002  to 
cover  the  period  from  the  date  of  the  contract  of  the  vessel 
to  the  date  of  its  delivery.  The  term,  according  to  Mr. 
YOSHIDA,  was  used  by  him  in  Exhibit  3003-B  to  cover  tne  period 
from  the  date  of  laving  the  keel  of  a  new  vessel  or  the 
commencement  of  cxvcrfllonUi  e. .  "reconstruction  or  re-equip¬ 
ment"),  of  a  converted  vessel  until  the  vessel  "had  been 
completed  an*  had  been  delivered  by  the  builder  to  the  Navy 
Minister  through  the  Captain  of  the  vessel". 


In  further  reference  to  said  Table  Ct  Applying  the 
Japanese  use  of  the  term  "Under  Construction"  to  the  United 
States  vessels,  the  following  changes  resulted: 


(1)  Battleships;  (no  change)  total  10,  the  number 
for  which  the  keel  had  been  laid  before  7  December  1941  and 
which  had  not  been  "ready  for  operational  service"  before 
that  date.  ... 


(2)  Airdraft  Carriers;  total  10,  the  number  (new  or 
not  converted)  for  which  the  keel  had  been  laid  before  7 
December  1941,  but  which  had  not  been  "ready  for  operational 
service"  before  that  date,  namely:  C V  HORNET,  ESSEX,  YORKTOWN 
INTRBPID,  LEXINGTON,  BUNKER  HILL,  INDEPENDENCE,  PRINCETON, 
BELLEAU  WOOD,  and  COWPENB. 

*  ,  •  •  .  *  —  * 

(3.)  The  figure  for.  large  cruisers,  heavy  cruisers  . 
and  light  cruisers  were  reduced  from  3.  8  and  31»  respectively, 
as  given  In  Exhibits  3001.  3002  and  3OO3-B  to  0,-4  and  18,  . 

respectively,  in  said  Table  C  as  required  by  application  of 
the  same  meaning  as  that  used  by  Mr.  YOSHIDA  in  his  deter¬ 
mination  of  the  Japanese  totals. 

r  .  k  r»  •  *  ’  ’*  • 

(4)  •  The  figures  for  destroyefls and  submarines  were 
also  reduced  from  206  and  96,  respectively,  as  given  in 
Exhibits  3001,  3002  and  3003-B,  to  88  and  38,  respectively, 
in  said  Table  C  as  required  by  application  of  the  same 
meaning  as  thp6  used  by  Mr.  YOSHIDA  in  his  determination  of 

the  Japanese  totals.  . 


/s/  Herbert  »*.  Harl 


.  -  *  1 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  29th  day  of  December. 
L947,  at  Washington,  D.C;  ..... 
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(From  ONI  Records  -  Pacific  Fleet  and  Atlantic  Fleet  Coni,  notices,  1941.  Log  of  USS  HORNET,  Decenfcer,  1941) 


UNITED  STATES  FLEET;  CARRIERS  AND  MR  OOlffIJaggNTS  AS  CF  7  DSCafflnR._lS 

VSB  VIB  VF  Vli  VSO  VJ 


TOTALS 


t  1 

I 


I.  ATLA!!TIC  FLEET 

CV  RaNOER  (Norfolk,  Va.)  31  6  36  4  3  2  82 

CV  YORXTOWN  (Atlantic  Coast)  19  IE  27  3  3  2  72 

CV  A..SP  (Altantic  Coast)  _  -  0  79 

(Same  complement  as  CV  Yorktown)  19  18  27  __2  — 2.  — —  — t— 

T0T..L-  ATLANTIC  FLEET  ,_6j  Jtg  JjO  -10  -2-  — £ 

II.  PACIFIC  FLEET 

cv  Saratoga  (West  coast)  43  12  27  3  •  3  2  90 

CV  LEXINGTON  (West  of  Pearl  Harbor)  ,  2  oq 

(Same  complement  as  CV  S  ratoga)  43  12  ^  J 

CV  FKTSEFRISE-  (West  of  Pearl  Harbor)  _22  -22  —2  — 2.  — - 

TOTAL.  PACIFIC  FIEET  ^3  1*2  8!  9  _9  _6 _ fZ2 

- PAflfl  Id  FLEETS  192  84  171  19  18  12  496 

♦Notes:  1)  CV  HCRNET  (Norfolk,Va.)  was  commissioned  on  20  October  1941.  Her  had  the 

-  same  composition  as  that  of  CV  YORKTCF”,  however,  was  not  embarked  until  23  December. 

2)  CVE  LONG  ISLAND  (Altantic  Coast)  was  in  commission,  but  is  not  classed  as  a  contoat  carrier. 
She  was  used  throughout  the  nr  for  transporting  planes.  Her  air  complement  consisted  of  6  VF 
and  10  V30. 
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